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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. Upon entry of the 
foregoing Amendment to the Claims, claims 1-8, 10-25, and 27-29 are pending in the 
application, of which claims 1 and 18 are independent. By the foregoing Amendment, 
claims 1, 4, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, and 21 arc sought to be amended. Claims 1 and 18 are 
sought to be amended to incorporate the allowable subject matter of claims 9 and 26, 
respectively, which have been cancelled accordingly. No new matter is embraced by this 
amendment and its entry is respectfully requested. Based on the above Amendment and 
the remarks set forth below, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw all outstanding rejections. 

The Specification 

Applicants have amended the Specification because it contained the embedded 
hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code of http://www> goofile.com . 
which is not allowed. Applicants amended the Specification by replacing all periods in 
the embedded hyperlink with equal signs. Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner review and accept the amended Specification. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner, on page 4 of the Office Action, has indicated that claims 2, 3, 5-7, 
9, 16, 19, 22-24 7 26, 28, and 29 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. As noted 
above, the subject matter of claims 9 and 26 have been incorporated into independent 
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claims 1 and 18, respectively. The Fxaminer has also indicated that claims 4, 14, 15, 17, 
20, and 21 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rcjcction(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12, second paragraph, set forth in the Office Action and to include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. In light of the above amendments, it is 
respectfully submitted that independent claims 1 and 18, and the claims that depend 
therefrom (2-8 and 10-17; and 19-25 and 27-29; respectively) are now in condition for 
allowance. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § / 12, second para. 

The Examiner, on page 2 of the Office Action, has rejected claims 1, 4, 1 1, 14, 
15, 17, 20, and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph for insufficient antecedent 
basis. With regards to claims 1 and 17, the Examiner states that there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for the phrase "previously stored location [profiles]." Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. The phrase "previously stored location profiles" is 
first recited in independent claim I. Since this phrase is plural, sufficient antecedent 
basis already exists in claim 1. In claim 17, the phrase "previously stored location 
profiles" is preceded by the word "the", thereby providing sufficient antecedent basis for 
the phrase. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner review claims 1 and 17 and 
withdraw this rejection. 

With regards to claims 4, 20, and 21, the Examiner states that there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for the phrase t4 thc user." Applicants have amended independent claims 
1 and 1 8 to include the phrase "a user", thereby rendering this rejection moot. Applicants 
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respectfully request that the Examiner review claims 1,4, 18 ? 20, and 21 , and withdraw 
this rejection. 

With regards to claim 4, the Examiner states that there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for the phrase "fit the user's needs." Applicants have amended claim 4 to remove 
the phrase "fit the user's needs", thereby rendering this rejection moot. Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner review claim 4 and withdraw this rejection. 

With regards to claim 11, the Examiner states that there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for the phrase "their corresponding location specific [computer settings]." 
Applicants have amended claim 1 1 to recite the phrase as "a corresponding location 
specific computer setting". Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner review 
claim 1 1 and withdraw this rejection. 

With regards to claim 14, the Examiner states that there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for the phrase "the form of a tuple". Applicants have amended claim 14 to recite 
the phrase as "a form of a tuple". Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
review claim 14 and withdraw this rejection. 

With regards to claim 1 5, the Examiner states that there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for the phrase "the form of tuples". Applicants have amended claim 1 5 to recite the 
phrase as "a form of a tuple". Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner review 
claim 1 5 and withdraw this rejection. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner, on page 3 of the Office Action, has re jected claims 1, 8, 10-13, IX, 
25, and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U,S. Patent Application 
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Pub. No. US 2002/0155844 Al lo Rankin el al. (hereinafter "Rankin") in view of U.S. 
Patent Application Pub. No. US 2003/0022673 Al to Bantz et al (hereinafter "Banly."). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. However, to expedite prosecution, 
Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 18 to include the allowable subject 
matter of claims 9 and 26, respectively. It is therefore believed that the foregoing 
Amendment renders this rejection moot. 
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Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
uecommoduted, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider atl currently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of Ibis application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Response is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Intel Corporation 



Dated : October 10, 2006 /Crystal D, Sayles, Reg. No. 44318/ 

Crystal D. Sayles 
Senior Attorney 
Intel Americas, Inc. 
(202)588-1959 



c/o Intel Americas, Ine, 
4040 I >al ayette Center Drive 
Building LF2 
Chantilly, VA 20151 
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